Watergate Indicts of 3/1/74 Of 3/s/74 a few earlier comets in notes, letters 

4 *• J°S'f Wx?oat carriea V,bat ia reprosontsd as the full texts hut there are deletions 
indicia tod in one place with *3 and* elsewhere with . . . 3 . 9* way 0 f knowing if deletions 
are significant or would change opinions. lotions 

w ~, ' Pl?i ® r to P(5a<iin d the text all I knew was from last night's TV coverage, regular OSS 
evening news, and from radio coverage, all-news stations, beginning 4a.m. today tmd 
including Westin^bouee KVW and CBS* WBBM, yOBS. " " ^ ^ 

k "f* °°TT initial opinions which were influenced by my earlier 

Sd w^f to h' Jawwaki * tomledg* Of the situation and its potentials, 

recording a preconception that the indictments would be sensational, 
£*^ te i ?° h ezcite ^^ tteri tl on * ^ut on analysis would be considerably Iosk and would not 

***£, M^»? 1 sr D S5°15f a S;.' n,!,n aUml,ls for otlMr a oti»r 

the *■* ** the point reporters said the indictment sup^rta 

Svelte SlS ft ?! o£ «» ***** 21,1973 meeting with Nixon it would also 

f? +K th su©iesting, l ave alone alleging, any earlier Nixon participation 

the cover up. his in ^aot i3 the ca^e. Shore is no reason to believe, from this indict- 
ment supposod to cover the covering up, that to had or could have tod any earliefoart in 
ItiiT* r ! adi ^ thw langlJa * je relevant to it in the indictment, that part is not aa 

SJi? 1 ® t0 M J t ^ tha iaediG wald suggest# Not as it related to Nixon. It 

naHa^nai&jiaan , for whoa Nixonian defenses are not available* 

iteioSSnt’S LfS'S^ 8 1 < S! 1,, “° ce,,08 of OOTOrlos * prt ® *° V21/73 or tha 

Another expectation is that where the indlciaaent deals with efforts to tret the CIA to 
take over paying off the defendants it would make It appear the dA was inr.ocent. This is 
fS"*!! 80 fTr 880 ^ lt CU cpija:J ^lity was ignored, not even hinted^ 
lesf^W ^ wi i 1 ,^ itKle «» ^adilywavailablo charges and against not 

- ^ *2®* Cushman ann Halters, all for perjury, all for lying to the FBI and pos- 
y ,J. J®* ^t^ oo^ilttaes and possibly for obstructions of Justice/ 

hat ia mother note. f t also is fact and it also is true v< 

ofthftlfBJ ^ against all and should have been made against a number ^ 

m /°! W peoj = >le 311(1 *»y at leaat the FBI. But this never happens. 1 

ho defense oouiujal tamR**a& is another note. *W people like Bittraan, Caddy a 
etc., not tbs Chad's lawyers, of wIkjs ^ridnson was charged. Another, no misprison otorgeg ' 
™J conspiracy to suppress indiotaents" meaning in and about tto first is anottor. "No FC? ^ 
charges over auoh things as unlicensed tranaiaitters and misuse of licensed, No charges * 
^ [aa vittWian by CHiSF a . H 0 civil-rights chargee, in initial 1 

ciiaas charged incoapiotely 9/15/72 and since then brought further to lxlt in tto ^no»1 ea"" 



unt operation, rrnver brouf^ht to light but covered 



with earlier ^hite ^ouss plans for a 
«s a "public relations project. 

2S ^ TE®: / iat f lce ^ anticipations were accurate. They are also inadequate 
SwS lit a ^tidnking I can think of ottor charges that could and should have been 
. ® 3d 6< J in ? atJjS- ovep sighta in tto initial indictments and involving people who have 

Zl toSSLSS! WiK> *"* n ° t m ** ° f th6 nmhe ™ 80 not expsotablTin those c JSg 

- i J*f® analyze all tlmt is wrong with what is in these indictments. It mures 
^° ! r * Au * aignif leant if not moat iapoi’tant, an entirtsly inadequate reflection of the events 
of Jvmm 19-20,1972, where Nixon's direct toowladga L reasonably S5£lLrt?JK? 
Ration of others ia not in reasonable doubt (besides „hat io aUegod). Fat^ay deSrSed 

with “iythirjg, e withheld evidonoo and likewise ia n 0t char^to. 

25 iteliohB “’ 1101900 J* “ 6tiag ot 9Mca “ e “" *• ™ 

uyUig Nujit^ofT, for reaaona that could m& should have been ar^r-i f -s o<\ OTr! 







ia omitted. tn fault, that he wob bought off is not charpd. |t is inferred in other charges. 
w mittlng this and tho nilevant protects Nixon, Bittsan ^if not others in his firm) and 
possibly others. (No rof. to Dorothy’s money whan killed, either, end that also wascriEdnal 
and involved more than her. And uncharged Howard*} It also was part ©f obstructing justice. 

What the indictment lacks, and the foregoing ia not all but is hastily off the top 
of the head, is obliterated by its sensation, by the status of those charged, by the 
length and apparent specifications , etc. It regains a cover-up indictment if It is all of 
that which orients around covering up. 

Despite the length and impres-lvo numbered paragrpahs (50 pages) it is essentially a 
mjda indictseat charging some of the well-publicisod obstructions of justice but not all 
of them? acme of tha perjury and the lying that is loss than perjury; and conspiracy. No 
unindlctad co-conspirators. Other attooe known^d other aspects of these crimes not included. 
Some but not all above. 

Nor are those charges made a certain to stand up as the attention sad the sensation 
might lead one to believe, *t ia not at oil aiisipls to prove beyond reasonable doubt that 
the false claims to not reaseiabering were in fact not remembered. We say be morally certain 
that this was' perjury, but proving what was and was not in ary son’s mind at any given 
tiiae is not eattf, lean so in time of stress for him, and all these guys wars under the 
moat real pressures on all questionings* 

Home are one man a word against tho other, with no indication of support for either* 
i'hia ia not to say it does not exist nor that the iadletMUt should specify if it docs* It 
ia to aay a) that suboiantiation ia not indicated ana b) I did not immediately recall any. 

In such cases, tho benefit of the doubt belongs to the accused. 

fh® number of repetitions of the same crime that could have been charged to those 
who were charged and were not included ia impressive as it is a radical departure from 
prosecutorial noru, which is to load the indictment so seme cshnrgBs have better chances of 
sticking and tbs time of sentences is likely lengthened. With the poor and political this 
is the norm. 2hua each of this® charged with obstructing justice (iS ia D.S.C. 1505 ) 
la marely four and each faces but a single charge on this count. Mitchell, Naldeiaan, 
ghy^ifthtMn and Strachan* And tlie obly obstruction in this count is paying defendants. 

( in count 111 recalled what I had forgotten raid should not have because it is part 
of a bigejpr deal, that it was on 6/19/73 that the buaineaa of dumping what remained of 
*unt first ©uraup in meotlngs-Hhr. .Godson, Dean.it also sees© never k» to have occurred 
to anyone, including hero, to wonder why Hunt fled and biddy did hot? why Shrlichraan 
in great haste ordored fiunt -to flee and nobody else, biddy was not only tha u eastons boss- 
Huat was not ©van part of it, not officially.) 

With time I could pick this indictment apart more. 'loday woe not such a day for 
there were such presuing needs as replenishing our water supply when the puiap ana well are 
out and when we had to locate both the well and tho pipe leading to it when both were 
unmarked, three feet underground and had to be dug up. ‘These kinds of things ray well 
have impaired my acuity and could have led ms to misread or draw conclusions tiiat ray not 
be justified, but unless all the foregoing in defective, the indictment certainly is and 
I do rat expect to read, see or hear this in the media, from tho Democrats. 

(I have not finished reading the Post by supper tira. I have rend the first page of 
the early edition ami tho tost as printed of tho indictment.) 

It is also possible that I am the self-fulfilling prophet who, having prophesied 
t hi s (to Sussman, ^lismer,“indaay and others in the media, to Sra«ra» in writing and 
verbally and in notes analysing JaworsfeL and his position, etc) seeks to make kta prophecy 
cob® true. I bolievo the truth is not contrived, not sera whore it does not exist, and 
that the attacks on ^aworski my well have been part of the deal. 

She very best that can be said for this indictment ia that It is not thorough and 
that is more than enough to validate my prediction. Hut that is not the point, bhat is 
tho point tiis that if I could foresee with clarity and accuracy, is it at all possible that 
nobody in the media could or did? Nobody ia the Democrats? 

If the iiidictaents ora by subject, the deficiencies in this prasratment can't be 



fhora la as I'd fixtitiettsd nnrl earlier wrdte. nothin^ of real l oortancG in this not 



j; 



